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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 3 7 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 08 August 2007 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 08 August 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. An analysis of the arguments is provided below. 

3. In response to applicant's argument that Chaudhri is nonanalogous art, it has been held 
that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be 
reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order 
to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 

F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it is important to remember that 
content distribution and publishing, in the web and networking arts, does include in scope 
posting web pages for later download. Mantha is about downloading web pages from a server to 
a client. Chaudhri is about downloading web pages from a server to a client. Chaudhri teaches a 
proxy to speed up the page download process. Since the instant application's purpose is to 
"process requests for delivery of electronic content," i.e. the process of downloading web pages, 
both pieces of art are analogous. 
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4. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and/« re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 
In this case, there is motivation to combine Mantha and Chaudhri. As shown above, both pieces 
of art are analogous, with Chaudhri speeding up the Mantha process (Para. 3). "The present 
invention involves a number of unique methods and/or systems that can be used together or 
independently to provide improved acceleration and/or content distribution of computer 
formatted content and/or related services. In one aspect, the present invention addresses the 
problem of how to deliver content more quickly and effectively, given that there are different 
CDN providers with different cache systems, different methods for translating or redirecting 
addresses (such as URLs) to indicate cached content, different requirements for establishing 
acceleration policies, etc. For a particular network access, a best-existing CDN may not be part 
of a particular system to which a publisher subscribes (Para. 9)." As such, there is sufficient 
motivation to combine. 

5. In response to applicant's argument that Chaudhri cannot be combined with Mantha, the 
test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily 
incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must 
be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the combined 
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teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

6. Applicant further alleges that Chaudhri does not expressly disclose wherein the client is 
on a different network from the server. As drawn in the claims, this would be where the server is 
on a local network, while the client is on a remote network, i.e. a different local network. 
Applicant fudges the issue by claiming that the server and client are both on the internet, without 
noting that the internet is by definition composed of multiple local and remote networks (LANs 
and WANs). More particularly, the applicant fails to define either the local or remote network as 
not being on the Internet, i.e. the client is a cell phone. 

7. In Chaudhri's case, the Internet connects the server with a proxy, Infrastructure 5, and 
with a local CDN, #30. This creates a LAN- WAN combination, wherein a proxy receives from a 
local browser a request to a remote server. Compare Chaudhri, Figs. 1 and 3, with the instant 
application drawings, Figs. 1 and 4. 

8. Therefore, the rejection is maintained for the reasons above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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10. Claims 1-6, 10-20, 22-33, 35-42, and 44-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mantha et al. (6,163,779) in view of Chaudhri et al. (US 2002/01 16444). 

1 1 . For claim 1, Mantha teaches a method (see abstract) for processing requests for delivery 
of electronic content (col. 1, line 1 - col. 3, line 5), comprising the computer-implemented steps 
(col. 4, lines 10-30; col. 12, lines 55-65) of: 

a. Receiving at a server (Fig. 3, #225 and #227), a request for delivery (Fig. 4, #30) 
to a destination client (Fig. 3, #220 and #223) that is not on the local network (Fig. 1, 
#14), of electronic content (Fig. 1, #22) that is associated with the local network (col. 4, 
lines 10-30), wherein the electronic content includes one or more links that are only 
resolvable within said local network (Fig. 14, #1 15; "A HREF="ceramics.htmr); 

b. Retrieving the electronic content (col. 8, lines 1-30); 

c. Generating updated content by modifying the one ore more links associated with 
the electronic content to include information identifying said server (col. 11, lines 55-65; 
Fig 4, #1 17; "A HREF = "http://www.artscape.com/ceramics.htmr'); and 

d. Delivering said updated content to said destination client (Fig. 4, #38; Fig. 6, 
#50). 

12. Mantha does not expressly disclose receiving a server on a local network, a request for 
delivery to a destination client that is not on the local network, of electronic content that is 
associated with the local network, and retrieving the electronic content from within the local 
network. An analysis of the structure and components of Mantha, and the separation thereof, has 
been shown above. Chaudhri teaches a method (abstract) of saving content files, and delivering 
them (Paras. 1-28). Specifically, Chaudhri teaches URL modification (Paras. 51, 70-96) within a 
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proxy (Fig. 3, #5) that delivers content from a server (Fig. 3, #40) to a client (Fig. 3, #50; Para. 
113) wherein the client is on a different network from the server (Figs. 3, 5, and 6). At the time 
the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used the Chaudhri structure 
in Mantha in order to provide improved content distribution and publisher rules handling (Paras. 
9-10). 

13. For claims 2, 22, 35, Mantha teaches a method (see abstract) for providing information 
from a network (col. 1, line 1 - col. 3, line 5) including a network device (Fig. 1), said method 
comprising the steps of: 

a. Receiving a request for a first electronic content (Fig. 1, #225); 

b. Retrieving said first electronic content from said network (col. 8, lines 1-30); 

c. Identifying a link within said first electronic content (Fig. 4, #117); 

d. Wrapping said link to obtain a wrapped version of said link (Fig. 12, #92) that 
identifies a resolvable address on the network (col. 11, lines 55-65; Fig 4, #1 17; "A 
HREF = "http://www.artscape.com/ceramics.html"); and 

e. Delivering a modified version of said first electronic content, wherein said 
modified version of said first electronic content includes said wrapped version of said 
link (col. 10, lines 60-65). 

14. Mantha does not expressly disclose receiving a server on a local network, a request for 
delivery to a destination client that is not on the local network, of electronic content that is 
associated with the local network, and retrieving the electronic content from within the local 
network. An analysis of the structure and components of Mantha, and the separation thereof, has 
been shown above. Chaudhri teaches a method (abstract) of saving content files, and delivering 
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them (Paras. 1-28). Specifically, Chaudhri teaches URL modification (Paras. 51, 70-96) within a 
proxy (Fig. 3, #5) that delivers content from a server (Fig. 3, #40) to a client (Fig. 3, #50; Para. 
113) wherein the client is on a different network from the server (Figs. 3, 5, and 6). At the time 
the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used the Chaudhri structure 
in Mantha in order to provide improved content distribution and publisher rules handling (Paras. 
9-10). 

15. For claims 3, 23, Mantha teaches that the first electronic content is an electronic 
document (Fig. 9, #61; Fig. 14, #115) and said modified version of said first electronic content is 
a modified version of said electronic document (Fig. 9, #70; Fig. 14, #117). 

16. For claims 4, 24, Mantha teaches that said link is a URL and said modified version of 
said link is a modified version of said URL (col. 1 , lines 20-40). 

17. For claims 5, 25, Mantha teaches that said link includes an external address portion 
identifying said network device (Fig. 15, " www.artscape.com "). and an internal address portion 
identifying a second electronic content within said network (Fig. 15, "/ceramics.html"). 

18. For claims 6, 26, 36, Mantha teaches that said external address portion can be resolved 
outside said network, and said internal address portion cannot be resolved outside said network 
and can be resolved in said network (col. 12, lines 8-35). 

19. For claims 10, 12, 28, 38, Mantha teaches that wrapping includes inserting a reference to 
said network device in said modified link (Fig. 14, #117). 

20. For claims 1 1, 13, 29, Mantha teaches that said link does not include a reference to said 
network device (Fig. 14, #1 1 5). 
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21 . For claims 14, 30, 39, Mantha teaches that said link includes an address for a third 
electronic content in said network and said modified version of said link includes an address for 
said third electronic content in said network (Fig. 14; "<A HREF>" tags). 

22. For claims 15, 31, 40, Mantha teaches that the method includes identifying additional 
links within said first electronic content; and wrapping said additional links to obtain wrapped 
versions of said additional links (Fig. 12 5 #85). 

23. For claim 16, Mantha teaches determining said additional links cannot be resolved 
outside of said network (Fig. 12). 

24. For claims 17, 32, 41, Mantha teaches that said modified version of said first electronic 
content contains said wrapped versions of said additional links (Fig. 16). 

25. For claim 1 8, Mantha teaches that said request originates outside of said network (col. 4, 
lines 10-30). 

26. For claim 1 9, Mantha teaches that said request originates inside of said network (col. 4, 
lines 10-30). 

27. For claims 20, 33, 42, Mantha teaches that verifying that said address is fully qualified 
(col. 11, lines 50-65). 

28. For claims 27, 37, Mantha teaches determining said link cannot be resolved outside of 
said network, wherein wrapping is only performed if it is determined that link should be wrapped 
(Figs. 11 and 12). 

29. For claims 44 and 45, Mantha teaches the added limitation of determining whether a link 
should be resolved (Fig. 12, #87-89). 
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30. For claim 46, Mantha teaches the added limitation of multiple links (Fig. 12, #87) over 
multiple pages (Fig. 13, #93). 

3 1 . Claims 2 1 , 34, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mantha as applied to claims 2, 22, and 35 above, and further in view of Rodkin et al. 
(6,581,065). 

32. For claims 21, 34, 43, Mantha does not expressly disclose inserting a second link into 
said modified version of said first electronic content, wherein said second link addresses a fourth 
electronic content not addressed by any link in said first electronic content. Rodkin teaches a 
method (see abstract) for modifying text files in a client server network (col. 1, lines 10-22) in 
which hyperlinks are added to the electronic document based on text data strings (col. 3, line 65 
- col. 4, line 30). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
used the Rodkin hyperlink method to modify electronic content in order to simplify link updating 
(col. 3, lines 15-60). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H. Pollack whose telephone number is (571) 272-3887. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on (571) 272-3933. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would : 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Melvin H Pollack 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2145 



MHP 

12 October 2007 




